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Abstract 
This review essay on the literature on creative cities pays particular attention to the ways in which 
transnational mobilities contribute significantly to the making of such cities. The paper reviews 
critically both the literature and phenomena of creative cities and their transnational flows by framing 
the discussion around the mobility of ideas (creative economy/creative city discourse), the mobility of 
people (the migration of the creative class), the mobility of technology (the travel of the creative 
cluster and architectural iconism phenomena), the mobility of finances (capital and investment flows), 
and the mobility of images (transnational artistic collaborations and products). 
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Introduction 
The creative economy has become the new urban imperative. Creative activities have become key 
elements in the economic regeneration strategies of many countries. In the last two to three decades, 
particularly in the United States and Western Europe, the creative economy has achieved successes, 
causing it to be hailed as a transformative component of total economic activities. Mainly, this 
transformative creative economy is imagined at the geographical scale of the city (Scott, 2000), with 
the ‘creative city’ gaining ascendancy in policy and academic discourse. This spread is manifested in 
a normative policy script promoted and adopted by municipal governments in numerous countries, 
from Western Europe and the US to Australasia, endorsing creative economies: to compete in the new 
creative economy, cities should seek to encourage creative industry clusters, incubate learning and 
knowledge economies, maximize networks with other successful places and companies, value and 
reward innovation, and aggressively campaign to attract the ‘creative class’ as residents. This 
normative script is also promulgated by a small number of academics who have become consultants to 
city authorities and who jet around the world delivering lectures and dispensing advice, earning them 
large consultancy fees (Gibson and Kong, 2005). 
Embedded in this normative policy script are several forms of transnational mobilities. In considering 
movements across nations, I seek to offer a transnational perspective in the making of these cities, 
which is that they are often and perhaps primarily made and shaped from their transnational linkages 
and flows. Indeed, global cities often tend to be closely related to other global cities across nations 
rather than to their hinterlands (Sassen, 2001). Insofar as many global cities are both creative and 
mega-cities, it is important to understand the ways in which they are linked transnationally to other 
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such cities. In this paper, the focus is on the ways in which ideas about the economic potential of 
creative cities travel, that is, how cities may thrive and become associated with creativity because of 
the emergence and success of their creative industries. 
The paper will focus on several kinds of transnational mobility and elaborate on how they shape 
creative cities. First, the mobility of ideas is evident in the circulation of the creative economy, the 
creative city discourse and normative policy script. The mobility of people is evident in migration of 
the creative class. The mobility of technology is apparent in the travel of the creative cluster 
phenomenon and the practice of architectural iconism. The mobility of finances is evident in capital 
and investment flows. Finally, the mobility of images is found in transnational artistic collaborations 
that generate new creative forms. I use these global cultural flows as a frame for understanding the 
centrality of transnational mobilities in the making of creative cities. 
 
Creative Economy/Creative City Discourse 
The creative economy/creative city policy and discourse has diverse origins. One derives from the re-
invention of cities in Europe and North America in the 1980s, particularly with post-industrial decline 
and the subsequent need for urban regeneration. The economic restructuring of the 1970s and 1980s 
followed from the loss of jobs in traditional industrial sectors as the industrial base in many cities 
collapsed. City governments had to develop policy to adapt to growing competition in the new post-
industrial service economy. Several sought to re-examine their cultural policies and mine the potential 
role of cultures for economic gain. Indeed, as cities competed for scarce new investment, the 
competition to use cultural policy to guide ‘place marketing’ (Kearns and Philo, 1993) became 
increasingly important and necessary to construct images of new post-Fordist, consumption-oriented 
cities to attract investors, promising a good quality of life for executives and other mobile skilled 
international personnel (Bassett, 1993: 1779; Bianchini, 1993a: 1). Based on the experiences of cities 
such as London, Glasgow, Birmingham and Newcastle, cultural strategies included growing 
investment in infrastructure needed for cultural production, such as the planning of ‘cultural districts’, 
increasing support for new technology sectors, such as television (cable and video), launching of 
‘flagship’ development projects for arts centres, theatres, and concert halls in inner-city areas, and 
launching of high-profile events or festivals, often linked to local heritage themes, to encourage 
cultural tourism (Bianchini, 1993a, 1993b; Bassett, 1993). Although the language of ‘creative cities’ 
had not yet emerged, and ‘cultural policy’, ‘urban regeneration’, ‘city branding’ and ‘marketing cities’ 
were more commonly used, herein may be found the early genesis of ‘creative cities’, in substance if 
not in terminology. 
The more specific reference to ‘creative cities’ originated in Britain, with a shift in reference in the 
late 1990s from ‘cultural industries’ to ‘creative industries’. The roots of the creative industries 
concept can be traced to Tony Blair’s new Labour government in 1997. Pratt (2005) suggests that the 
shift occurred because the new government wanted to distance itself from the ‘old’ Labour. But the 
move also separated the creative industries from arts and cultural policy, and attempted to push 
creative and cultural industries to the forefront of the United Kingdom’s new image (O’Connor, 
2007). To lead this push, a Creative Industries Task Force comprising government and industry 
representatives was formed. It proposed a definition of ‘creative industries’ as ‘those industries which 
have their origin in individual creativity, skill and talent and which have a potential for wealth and job 
creation through the generation and exploitation of intellectual property’ (DCMS, 2001: 4). To 
Garnham (2005), this was part of a shift from state to market across a range of public goods and 
services. Whereas culture is state-sponsored, creativity is market-driven. 
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Another key source of the circulating creative economy/city discourse is the US, where Richard 
Florida’s (2002) work has influenced many governments worldwide. His concept of the ‘creative 
class’ has been highly mobile, causing many governments to believe that high concentrations of 
artists, musicians, high-tech workers, homosexuals and ‘high bohemians’ will foster open, dynamic 
environments that lead to economic development. However, researchers dispute aspects of Florida’s 
theory. One main criticism is that Florida conflates creativity with educational attainment, using the 
proportion of a city’s population with an undergraduate degree as an indicator of talent, which critics 
argue has only a weak association with economic growth, for there is more to creativity than 
schooling (Berry, 2005; Glaeser, 2005; Markusen, 2006). Markusen (2006) also argues that Florida’s 
creative class groupings are misrepresented by the behaviours and preferences he culled from 
selective interviews. Further, Florida uses same-sex male households as a representation of diversity, 
and does not address the fact that African-Americans are inadequately represented in his list of 
creative cities (Markusen, 2006). Besides pointing out that Florida’s thesis ignores the different 
histories of each city, Berry also contends that ‘much of the impact of Florida’s work stems from a 
readiness to jump from an observation of a close correlation between his indices of creativity and 
successful regional economic performance to a belief in the causal efficacy of the former factors’ 
(Berry, 2005: 386). Malanga (2004) also takes issue with the fact that those topping Florida’s creative 
cities list are not more likely to be incubators of businesses than those on the bottom, because Florida 
focused on these cities when constructing his indices and theories, so they inevitably ended up 
topping the list. 
Despite British and US origins, these ideas have spread worldwide, with numerous cities aspiring to 
be ‘creative’. Creative economy strategies reached Asian cities from the 1990s, and stimulated a 
language and orientation about the desirability of developing creative cities, though the discursive 
flow has exhibited an ‘uneven geography’ (Kong et al., 2006: 191). In Singapore, references to 
western experts have enabled the authorities to legitimize creative economy discourse, without being 
too influenced by particular theories. Hong Kong, meanwhile, has adopted the methodologies and 
indices Florida introduced. Taiwan (with particular emphasis on Taipei) and South Korea (focused on 
Seoul) use similar concepts but do not refer to key western authors in official literature, which 
suggests the ideas arrived there via a different route, perhaps through South Korea’s involvement with 
UNESCO and Taiwan’s influence from European countries. Alternatively, they may have been 
adapted from observation of neighbouring success stories. 
Creative economy discourse has also travelled to China, particularly the megacities of Beijing and 
Shanghai, but also second-tier cities such as Hangzhou. However, the Chinese government has not 
used the term chuangyi chanye (creative industries) in official literature. This is possibly because the 
concept of ‘creativity’ is still unfamiliar there. Keane, for example, points to a big disconnect between 
the western concept of creativity and China’s socialist background, where culture was ‘produced 
rather than created, in a manner analogous to manufacturing’ (Keane, 2004: 268). O’Connor and Gu 
(2006) question whether China can be creative without social, cultural and political change. Creative 
clusters require creative space, both physical and mental, and creativity tends to be compromised in 
China because of institutional and ideological challenges. It is thus unsurprising that Florida’s creative 
class concept lacked official support in China until the 2008 publication of Creativity Is Changing 
China by Li Wuwei, Director of the Shanghai Creative Industries Association and the Research 
Centre for Creative Industries in the Shanghai Academy of Social Sciences (Li, 2008). Li suggests 
that China’s development model needs to change and cultivate creative communities that can improve 
social harmony (Keane, 2009). 
The creative economy discourse has also travelled to Australia (Atkinson and Easthope, 2007). Here 
too, ‘creative city thinking is at best only partially transferable’ (Luckman et al., 2009), for the 
creative economy discourse is concentrated in the cities to the neglect of rural potential, and 
interpreted in varied ways, partly due to uneven understanding among stakeholders (Atkinson and 
4 
 
Easthope, 2007). Some local councils also take a tokenistic approach to the state’s adoption of 
creative economy discourse (Gibson and Klocker, 2005); some cities are highly dependent on political 
patronage in sustaining the creative economy agenda (Atkinson and Easthope, 2007) while others 
have organically developed creative regeneration activities unrelated to official policy (Waitt and 
Gibson, 2009). 
In some African and South American cities, the creative economy discourse has prompted support for 
the development of information and communication technology. Here, the United Nations – through 
its agencies – has introduced creativity as an economic driver, opening new opportunities to the world 
economy (Cunningham, 2009). 
Peck (2007: 1) attributes the speed with which the discourse has travelled to the way it has been 
‘artfully crafted’ for the neoliberalized political and economic landscape. The popularity of books by 
Richard Florida and Charles Landry and their ‘rock star-styled tours’ (Luckman et al., 2009: 71) have 
contributed to creative economy discourse flows from Europe and North America, and are viewed by 
the rest of the world as offering sound advice (Gibson and Klocker, 2004). 
However, uncritical acceptance of the discourse and its policy translation poses difficulties. For 
example, Oakley (2004) analyses the acceptance of Florida’s work in British cities, despite economic, 
cultural and social differences between both countries. British policy-makers, she argues, seem 
determined to replicate a single creative industries model across the country despite regional 
differences and the fact that not all regions in the UK can support the same creative economic 
strategy. She concludes that creative economy strategies cannot solve the social and economic 
polarization the country is facing. If the creative economy strategies cannot be replicated in the UK, 
why should countries with a completely different culture be considered suitable for the same strategy 
(Wang, 2004)? 
The transnational mobility of ideas is not total. In some countries, there is an absence of the concepts 
of creative economy, creative industry, and related ideas, despite achieving success in creative 
industries themselves. In Japan, the creative industry concept is absent from national policy 
documents despite its successful anime and manga industries. This may be due to the country’s post-
war sensitivities towards appearing to (officially) impose its culture on the region (Kong et al., 2006). 
In India, there is an absence of creative economy discourse, despite the presence of thriving sectors 
such as Bollywood, which Kong et al. (2006) suggest may be because the government has more 
pressing needs to address, such as poverty. 
The transnational mobility of the creative economy discourse is a key factor in the adoption of 
creative economy policy in many cities. The travel of ideas has real consequences as they get 
translated into policy. Conversely, the creative economy discourse can have detrimental effects if 
there is inadequate adaptation in specific contexts, or perhaps when a creative industry approach is not 
a suitable strategy for the development of certain cities. 
 
Creative Class Mobility 
I now turn to a second dimension of transnational mobility surrounding creative industries – creative 
class mobility. Creative class theory posits that creative people are highly mobile and attracted to 
places with buzz, a ‘people climate’ and ‘perceived vibrancy’ (Bennett et al., 2009: 138) Such 
features allow a location to attract and retain talent (Hansen and Niedomysl, 2009). This has inspired 
places such as Singapore, Tampa Bay and Michigan to rehabilitate buildings, relax restrictions, and 
rebrand their cities. 
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However, empirical research that documents migration of creative talent suggests more research is 
required to confirm if the mobility of creative talent is different from worker mobility in other sectors. 
Some evidence suggests that creatives are mobile and seek vibrant places. Cities with philanthropic 
organizations, educational institutions and arts venues are an attraction, especially for artists 
(Markusen and King, 2003: 13). Conversely, cities that lose their liveliness seem more likely to see 
the creatives leave (Boyle, 2006; Markusen, 2006; Murphy and Redmond, 2009; Bennett et al., 2009). 
However, one of the difficulties of drawing conclusions is that the migration figures of the creative 
class are not directly compared with those not in the creative class. In Sweden, where such 
comparison was done, the difference between migration rates of creative and non-creative classes is 
marginal (4% versus 3% respectively per annum) (Hansen and Niedomysl, 2009). More empirical 
work is thus needed to understand the extent of and reasons for creative class mobility, the success of 
efforts to attract creatives, and how they affect the making of the creative economy/city. 
Some researchers argue that pull factors attracting the creative class are often the orthodox factors that 
typically attract non-creative workers, such as employment, education, and cost of living (Bontje and 
Musterd, 2005; Markusen, 2006; Shearmur, 2007; Hansen and Niedomysl, 2009; Murphy and 
Redmond, 2009). The fact is, most migrants are unlikely to move unless employment opportunities 
are available. This is even more so for the creative class, who have invested resources in procuring 
their skills and would thus be unwilling to move to where their qualifications are undervalued (Storper 
and Scott, 2009). Similarly, the presence of strong community and/or familial ties is also a pull factor 
for migration, whether for the creatives or otherwise (Verdich, 2010). For instance, many Scottish 
expatriates surveyed in Dublin do not see Dublin as their permanent residence due to the distance 
from family and friends. While they did not feel homesick, they felt ‘people sick’ (Boyle, 2006: 420). 
Finally, the relationship between life cycle and mobility pattern seems to apply as well to creative 
talent as to other sectors. One study shows that younger and single members of the creative class are 
attracted to urban locations more so than those who are married, especially those with children 
(McGranahan and Wojan, 2007). How different this is for creative and non-creative needs further 
study. 
Thus, the recommendation that a city can develop an advantage in attracting a diverse set of creative 
workers by ‘appealing to a single, albeit complex, creative ethic’ may not stand (Wojan et al., 2007: 
715). More empirical research on the locational mobility of the creative class is needed, and the need 
may arise to re-theorize the mobility of creative talent if the claims of the creative class theory are 
unsupported by empirical evidence (Hansen and Niedomysl, 2009). Migration data on the creative 
class should also be compared to that of the non-creative class, to determine if the creative class is 
more mobile. The relative draw of different metropolitan areas also needs to be examined empirically 
(Markusen and King, 2003). Analyses of non-metropolitan areas will also shed light on their role in 
contributing to creative class mobility whether as a source of creative talent or as a destination for 
creative talent (McGranahan and Wojan, 2007). 
 
Replicating Creative Clusters, Building Iconic Monuments 
Another dimension of the creative economy/creative city phenomenon is the popular adoption of 
particular strategies that I term ‘technology’ because they have become techniques and tools used in 
the expectation that their application will lead to particular (economically successful) outcomes. 
While there are a range of technologies that might form the basis of discussion, from communications 
technologies such as social media to city branding strategies, I choose to focus here on two in 
particular that have grabbed the attention of many city authorities, and which have had real material 
outcomes in terms of place change. I am referring to the development of cultural/creative clusters and 
the building of iconic monuments and flagship projects which, like the creative city/creative economy 
normative policy script referred to earlier, has often travelled ‘west’ to ‘east’. 
6 
 
Many city governments have instituted policies and initiatives to promote cultural/creative cluster 
development in order to enhance economic growth. The transnational spread of this particular 
‘technology’ has been greatly influenced by the ideas of Michael Porter (1998, 2000), whose 
observations pertain particularly to business rather than creative clusters, although even his ideas have 
antecedents, most notably Alfred Marshall’s concept of industrial districts (see Markusen, 1996). 
The terms ‘creative cluster’ and ‘cultural cluster’ are often used interchangeably in literature, 
reflecting the lack of conceptual clarity around the ideas of ‘cultural industries’ and ‘creative 
industries’. These differences are not inconsequential. The nature of clustering depends on the 
activities, and clusters focused on performing and visual arts, for example, may have different 
dynamics from clusters focused on television and film work, or fashion and design. All may be 
termed ‘creative clusters’ but the nature of the activity is not uniform, and the specific dynamics 
deserve scrutiny. Certainly, they differ from business and industrial clusters, though there is a 
tendency to conflate them. 
Cluster logic, derived from observations of cities in the western hemisphere (such as Paris (Scott, 
2000), Vancouver (Coe, 2000), Bristol (Bassett et al., 2002) and others), suggests that concentrations 
of related activities produce ‘creative milieux’ (Hall, 2000) or ‘creative fields’ (Scott, 1999, 2006), 
with structures that encourage learning and innovation, enhance social relations, and reduce costs. 
These occur in several ways. First, institutional infrastructures such as schools, apprenticeship 
programmes and workers’ and industry associations sustain cultural capital within the community. 
Second, cultural communities that group together benefit from sharing codified and tacit knowledge. 
Collective learning and knowledge transfer arise from interactions within a cluster (Capella, 1999; 
Bassett et al., 2002: 172–3; O’Connor, 2004). Cultural and artistic communities located in physical 
propinquity are thus ‘vortexes of social reproduction in which critical cultural competencies are 
generated and circulated’ (Scott, 1999: 809). Third, clusters attract other talented individuals, who 
migrate to join these communities. Fourth, the gathering of preeminent people in any creative field 
also attracts not only other creative professionals in the same field but also the national media and 
talent-based companies, and students who wish to draw in the energy and tourists seeking a good time 
(Rosenfeld, 2004: 895). Fifth, clustering reduces costs and increases the ability to accelerate the 
circulation of capital and information, and the enhancement of social solidarity (Mommaas, 2004: 
517). In brief, creative clusters ‘create a dynamic atmosphere that spurs innovation, lures talent, 
attracts investment and generates growth’ (Turok, 2003: 549). 
The growing technology of the creative cluster has interested policy-makers and led to their 
heightened popularity in several places, particularly in Asia. In China, for example, development by 
city governments occurred in ‘several distinct, although overlapping stages’ (Keane and Potts, 
forthcoming). A first wave comprised spaces dedicated to industrial design, antiques, animation, and 
sculpture. A second involved artist zones and cultural districts, then media content clusters. Cinema, 
television and animation production centres followed, and finally, the incubator model, ‘often with a 
purported emphasis on R&D, and often with the declared intention of making science parks more 
“creative”’. 
Detractors have highlighted the lack of clarity of the concept, and lack of solid empirical evidence 
(Martin and Sunley, 2003; Simmie, 2004). There are shifting usages between clusters as sites of 
consumption and as spaces for cultural/creative production (Mommaas, 2004). The geographical scale 
of clusters is also elastic and there is no consideration of how different clustering processes operate at 
different geographical scales (Martin and Sunley, 2003: 11–12). Further, their explanatory value, 
assumed potential, and contributions to high-quality creative work remain variable at best, and 
unsubstantiated at worst (Kong, 2010). Overall, the vague definitions, and lack of a critical conceptual 
framework and clear evaluation, must be acknowledged before embracing the cluster model (Pratt, 
2004). 
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Transnational Investments 
Transnational capital flows may take the form of private investment, public support, or a hybrid 
(Keane et al., 2005). Without capital flows, much creative work cannot realize its economic potential. 
It is thus important to understand the conditions and consequences of transnational capital flows. 
In seeking to understand the conditions of such flows, the literature emphasizes the role of social 
networks in determining the likelihood of investment (Coe, 2000; Keane et al., 2005). The emphasis 
on leveraging interpersonal relationships with ‘controllers’ of capital for access to investment funds is 
due to the nature of the creative industries, which experience asymmetric information and 
demonstrate a moral hazards problem. 
Asymmetric information arises when creative firms are aware of their own productivity but investors 
are not. The inability of investors to assess the productivity of the creative firm (given the intangibility 
of creative effort) results in uncertainty about the commercial potential of the proposed creative 
venture, and concerns about adverse selection. Consequently, both seekers and suppliers of capital 
resort to social networks and trust relationships to manage imperfections of the capital market. 
Asymmetric information also leads to moral hazard problems, which arise when an investor’s 
incapacity to evaluate the creative productivity of a firm reduces the latter’s incentives, upon receipt 
of capital, to ensure that the actual return on investment matches or exceeds expectations. Investors 
seek to manage moral hazard issues by only disbursing funds to creative firms they have close 
relationships with. Networks between firms and investors are critical to minimizing the threat of 
moral hazard and ensuring a steady supply of capital for creative industry firms. 
As for the consequences of transnational capital flows, transnational investments lead potentially to 
decentralization of production, deterritorialization of the creative process, and delocalization of the 
creative product. Depending on the degree, one of two schools of thought becomes more suitable in 
providing explanation. The first, rooted in critical political economy and drawing on classic 
dependency theory, argues that foreign direct investment (FDI) flows are inherently imperialistic, and 
that transnational investments perpetuate the hegemony of the economic centre. The effects of 
investment on local destinations are considered essentially negative because, while production may be 
decentralized, there is little deterritorialization in the creative process and even less delocalization of 
the creative product. Conversely, the second school of thought recognizes that creative production can 
be reterritorialized in other locations, with local knowledges adapted for global applications, 
generating mutual benefits. Gaining such ‘internalization advantages’ (Dunning, 2001) expands 
transnational production capacity. Each of these schools of thought is elaborated below. 
First, Flew (2007) shows how the intellectual influence of dependency theory continues in the belief 
that the capitalist system essentially solidifies an imperialist predisposition. Hence, the international 
division of cultural labour is thought to be predicated on a distinction between production-based 
‘activities of the hand’ and conception-based ‘activities of the mind’ (Miller et al., 2001). The 
transnational flow of capital is believed to be spurred by a search for cost-based competitive 
advantages in the ‘activities of the hand’. 
In a study of South American financing for the music, film and television sectors of the creative 
industries, Keane et al. (2005) demonstrate dependency relations. There, the recent shift from grant-
based support of film, television and music independents and encouragement of foreign investment 
has compromised access to international markets. In a vicious cycle, investment in the independents 
comes from established entertainment firms which exchange production financing for rights over the 
creative output. What results is a dependency relation between independent producers and 
entertainment conglomerates where, ironically, the producer of knowledge and cultural capital is 
pushed towards subsistence. Meanwhile, economic rents from creative capital ownership are 
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appropriated by controllers of financial capital, and economic benefits from investment fail to accrue 
to countries where creative capital originates. 
In contrast, a second, more positive view about transnational capital flows recognizes that 
‘internalization advantages’ (Dunning, 2001) may be gained through the process. Internalization 
advantages arise from intersections between multinational firms and the cultural contexts of their local 
operations, when local knowledge is assimilated and adapted for global applications. Internalization 
emphasizes knowledge sharing between transnational firms and local producers. Through this 
interaction, local creative firms may become innovative, capturing knowledge stored in the networks 
(Ernst and Kim, 2002). Once the paradigm shifts from FDI as an example of a centre-periphery 
relation to a linkage between two nodes on a network, transnational capital flows appear essential for 
success in the new knowledge economy. 
This second scenario is more likely if we believe the production process in creative industries cannot 
be standardized across locations, and the creative output is rarely homogeneous. In many creative 
activities, factors used to produce creative output have territorial specificity. These considerations 
suggest that transnational investment by creative industry transnationals might not be explicable 
exclusively in terms of cost-based advantages. Indeed, these firms might refrain from dispersing 
production across national boundaries, despite resource-based advantages. This is a possibility Storper 
(1997) acknowledged, in which the trajectory of transnational investments is driven at least as much 
by the production of difference (and the economic rents it can generate) as by cost advantages. 
 
Transnational Artistic Flows 
The flow of creative workers and their creative inspiration and output constitute another component of 
the transnational mobility of creative industries, collectively making up transnational artistic flows. 
Here, the temporary movement of creative workers across boundaries for specific creative projects is 
considered. The notion of ‘transnational co-production’ is useful in capturing the movement of 
creative workers and creative ideas to various production locations. However, ‘transnational co-
production’ goes beyond these movements to also encompass transnational financial and production 
flows, and distribution and exhibition processes. Hence, the intertwining of various flows – of mobile 
ideas, people, technologies, capital and images – becomes evident in a way the heuristically organized 
sections above may obscure. 
The most notable transnational co-productions today may be transnational cinema. Transnational 
cinema is ‘an emergent mode of filmmaking [which] implies the trespassing of national borders in the 
process of investment, production, circulation, and consumption’. It takes various forms, such as the 
commercially popular global cinema, independent art house transnational cinema and exilic 
transnational cinema that focuses on the issues and hardship of exile (Lu, 2005: 222). Where co-
production films extend to the mixing of production processes, creative workers, ideas and production 
locations across national boundaries, they then ‘either belong to a stateless world or reflect the 
multicultural and mixed character of the world today’, as postmodern or hybrid co-productions 
(Palacio, cited in Santaolalla, 2007: 72). 
The impetuses for transnational co-productions are often economic, but can also be artistically 
motivated. Commercial interests include the desire to expand financial resources, reduce production 
costs (through cheaper labour and even through the savings from favourable currency exchange), and 
the appeal to a wider transnational, global market (Santaolalla, 2007; McMurria, 2009; Higson, 2010). 
Local industries may be stimulated through training, employment, expertise and infrastructure 
investment (Keane, 2006: 844). Governments may introduce incentives and co-production treaties 
guided by economic interests too. 
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Theatre practitioner John Jesurun affirms the importance of flows of people and ideas in his creative 
process: ‘ideas of motion and change can be found everywhere in my work from the structure to the 
content in the writing’ (Jesurun, 2003: 44). The rewards for such collaboration are an enriched artistic 
experience, the opportunity to join a wider, global community, freedom from nationalism, and critical 
review of one’s own artistic work (Jesurun, 2003). Transnational collaborations have the additional 
benefits of enhancing sensitivity to cultural differences through the exchange of ideas and social 
norms, spread of cultural diversity, and impact of movement and diversity on artistic work. 
However, scholars have also recognized the downsides of transnational artistic flows. Some worry 
about the production of consumption goods, which have a recognizable ‘global’ (or western) 
character. The most obvious example is the international blockbuster films originating from 
Hollywood and consumed by mass markets globally (Halle, 2002: 22; Aquilia, 2006: 433). Further, 
the adoption or adaptation of cultural features/products that were initially foreign to one location 
signifies the encroachment of ‘soft power’, or the larger influence of one particular type of cultural 
good (Shin, 2009). In other words, the manner and form of transnational cultural flow is a signifying 
device of possible nationalistic hegemony. This suggests a loss of national and cultural identity in the 
creation of cultural products. There are also other potential downsides if the movement of production 
opportunities causes loss of jobs and economic stability in the country/city of origin. 
 
Conclusion: Transnational Mobilities and the Making of Creative Cities 
The making of a creative city is clearly a complex process, involving art more than science. The 
adoption of creative economy policy in many cities is due to the transnational mobility of creative 
economy discourse. Adaptation to local contexts can help a city regenerate and flourish – 
economically, socially and culturally – whereas inappropriate application can lead to contrived 
landscapes, struggling industries, standardized products and stymied creativity. With more porous 
boundaries across countries, cities have become sites of transnational investments and artistic and 
cultural influences. These bring potential benefits with enlarged resources and opportunities, reduced 
costs, wider markets, enriched artistic experiences, and enhanced sensitivities to cultural differences. 
Yet they also signal possible hegemonies, with economic rents from creative capital ownership 
appropriated by controllers of financial capital, the encroachment of soft power and the loss of unique 
identities in cultural products as ‘global’/western forms dominate. Transnational mobilities – of ideas, 
people, technology, finances and images (cf. Appadurai, 1990) – provide a hitherto little-used lens 
through which to understand the making of creative cities. They are a reminder that the notion of 
transnational mobilities needs to extend beyond the common reference to migration of people, and 
that the notion of creative cities needs to embrace the multiple, dynamic flows that contribute to their 
making. 
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